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reading and spoken/heard language can be described at various levels of representationat the sublexical, lexical, sentence, and text levels. Recently, Abbott, Berninger, and Fayol (2010) investigated individual differences in these multiple levels of language in a longitudinal study in Grades 1-7. They found great stability in individual differences in spelling across the grades and a significant relationship between spelling ability and text composition. Autoregressive effects at the word level (spelling to spelling effects and word reading to word reading effects) were greater in magnitude than word-level relations across domains (spelling to word reading effects and word reading to spelling effects). Thus, they confirmed longitudinally what other researchers had reported cross-sectionallyword reading and spelling are related but not identical processes (e.g., Fayol, Zorman, & Lété, 2009 ).
Learning to read
In learning to read, the beginner must map orthographic units onto phonological structures. The ease of this mapping depends on the "grain size" of the units (Ziegler & Goswami, 2005 ). In transparent orthographies such as Finnish, Italian, Spanish, SerboCroatian, Greek, and German, the mapping is one to one, and, indeed, Seymour, Aro, and Erskine (2003) found that children learning to read in those languages learned to read more easily than children learning to read English. In English, consonants are sometimes silent (b in comb or w in sword) and sometimes combine to form one sound (th, sh, ch, gh, ph) . Vowel teams are often inconsistent: the team ee in the rime -eer, as in sheer, is not hard to decode from print. However, if we heard the rime pronounced, we would not know whether to spell it -eer, -ear, -ere as in here, or -ier as in pier. Well-structured reading programs present English sound-spelling (phonic) patterns from consistent to less consistent and provide practice in decoding the patterns taught in associated phonic readers and anthologies. Highly frequent words with irregular pronunciations (e.g., the, of) and words needed to make stories more interesting (e.g., dinosaur) are sprinkled into the lessons and taught holistically by the teacher. Not surprisingly, classroom-reading programs vary widely in the extent to which text selections contain words with sound-spelling patterns that have already been taught and practiced and the percentage of words taught holistically (Foorman, Francis, Davidson, Harm, & Griffin, 2004; Hiebert, 2005) . What is abundantly clear from research (Evans & Carr, 1985; Foorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998) and from consensus documents (National Research Council, 1998 ; National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000 ) is that explicit instruction in the alphabetic principle of how letters map to sounds in English is necessary to learn to decode and to prevent reading difficulties. However, mastery of the alphabetic principle must be coupled with construction of meaning-at the word, sentence, and text level-if comprehension is to occur (Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2001) .
Reading for understanding
As we contemplate constructs relevant to reading for understanding, we will consider two influential definitions of reading and models of reading. In addition, we will consider recent work on text complexity that informs our thinking about comprehension.
Important Constructs in Literacy Learning
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involvement with written language. It consists of three elements: the reader, the text, and the activity or purpose for reading" (p. xiii). Reader abilities include skill in word recognition, vocabulary and background knowledge, strategy use, inferencemaking abilities, and motivation. Text features consist of text structure, vocabulary, genre, discourse, motivating features, print style, and font. Activity or purpose for reading situates reading in a sociocultural context such as shared reading at home with family, required reading in school, or reading for entertainment. Both definitions capture the interactions of reader, text, and purpose of reading.
Models of reading
Among the many models of reading, we will draw upon a simple view (Gough & Tunmer, 1986 ) and a more comprehensive view (Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill, 2005) . A model of reading that has served as a heuristic for proximal causes of reading difficulties is Gough and Tunmer's (1986) simple view that reading comprehension is the joint product of decoding (D) and oral language comprehension (C). The simple view predicts that students who have difficulty recognizing the words of age-appropriate text and/or have difficulty understanding the language being read will have difficulty understanding the text. Tunmer himself (Tunmer & Greaney, 2010) pointed out that the simple view:
. . .was never intended as a complete theory of the cognitive processes involved in reading. D and C can each be analyzed into component processes (Kirby & Savage, 2008) , and the development of each is influenced directly and indirectly by several other factors (e.g., Vellutino, Tunmer, Jaccard, & Chen, 2007, p. 232) ." A more comprehensive model of reading comprehension by Perfetti, Landi, and Oakhill (2005) is depicted in Figure 1 . This model captures both the word identification processes of phonological-orthographic mapping and word meanings discussed earlier under learning to read as well as comprehension pro- cesses involving general and linguistic knowledge. In this model oral-language comprehension and reading comprehension are strongly related conceptually. And, indeed, there is strong empirical support for this as well (e.g., r = 0.90; Gernsbacher, 1990) . The text itself-the text base-consists of propositions derived from words in clauses and sentences (nouns and predicates and modifiers). Thus, the literal meaning of the text-base is primarily linguistic. However, to make the text coherent, readers must apply a series of inferences and construct propositions based on information extracted from the sentences. In doing so, they build a mental model of the text that represents the situation described by the text (Kintsch & Rawson, 2005) . It is possible that these mental models represent
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the text in a nonpropositional format, such as spatial analogues or temporal sequences. In fact, the spatial dimension is important to readers' sensitivity to story structure (Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill, 2005) .
Text complexity
This emphasis on cohesion in the model of Perfetti et al. (2005) stands in contrast to notions of text complexity based on readability formulae. Traditional readability formulae such as Flesch-Kinkaid (as included in software programs, such as Microsoft Word) use surface features of word frequency and sentence length to characterize text difficulty. Newer natural language processing approaches to text complexity, such as Coh-Metrix, include linguistic, cognitive, and discourse-level features (Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Zhiqiang, 2004) . Linguistic characteristics include features such as vocabulary difficulty, lexical diversity (type/token), word concreteness, number of anaphora, overlapping text segments, and sentence and text structure. In addition, the discourse features of text coherence and cohesion are important. Readers have less trouble reading a cohesive text such as "The streets were wet because it had rained" than a low cohesive text such as "The streets were wet; It had rained" (McNamara, 2001 ). Yet the readability of the more cohesive text is higher than that of the less cohesive text (0.8 vs. 0.0 on the FleschKincaid Grade). Thus, traditional readability measures are not able to capture a construct central to the comprehensibility of text-its cohesiveness.
Reading difficulties
The model of Perfetti et al. (2005) is a useful heuristic for discussing reading difficulties because it separates problems stemming from word representation from problems with comprehension processes. Words may be poorly represented because of difficulties with mapping orthography to phonology and/or because of incomplete lexical information with respect to the word's meaning, morphology, or syntax. The latter problem can be assessed with receptive and expressive vocabulary tests, as well as definitional and contextual vocabulary tests. The mapping problem is typically called poor decoding, poor word identification, or poor word recognition, and it is the hallmark of dyslexia. However, it is important to realize that the poor mapping could be because of lack of letter names and sounds knowledge and/or poor representation of the phonological segments that correspond to the letters.
Poor comprehension processes are most likely because of a weak linguistic system (i.e., weak phonology, syntax, or morphology), poor inference making, lack of general knowledge, or poor comprehension monitoring. If a reader has a diminished linguistic representation for words, sentences, and the connections between sentences and has difficulty making inferences about these linguistic meanings, then the literal text representation will be poor. The reader cannot construct an accurate situation model if the textbase is impoverished. This is especially true if the reader has limited world knowledge. By teaching readers to monitor their understanding of the text, they can develop a standard for coherence. That is, readers can be taught that the text is supposed to make sense and, if it does not, then they need to reread and figure out whether comprehension breakdown is because of not understanding the meaning of a word, a clause, a sentence, or the connections among sentences, or to lack of prerequisite background knowledge. The causal relation between inference making and reading comprehension may be partly mediated by the reader's standard for coherence (Perfetti et al., 2005) .
In sum, the behavioral manifestation of reading difficulties may have varied causes. It is important for clinicians to assess students' component skills to base treatment on demonstrable need. In the next section, we illustrate profiles of students with language and literacy learning difficulties and how these profiles are essential to accurate diagnosis and remediation.
PROFILES OF STUDENTS WITH WRITTEN LANGUAGE DIFFICULTIES
Federal special education law has umbrella categories for learning disabilities and for speech and language impairment. These categories are met based on eligibility criteria that vary from state to state. Researchers have added additional nuances indicative of their perspectives on the modularity of language that does not always align with Federal special education terminology. For example, language learning disabilities (LLD) is a term that originated with Wallach and Butler (1984) that ". . .more clearly linked language acquisition, development, and disorders to learning and reading disabilities" (p. v). Dyslexia has often been discussed as a component of LLD, with the specific deficit area being in phonology (see the International Dyslexia Association, 2002), More recently, however, researchers have empirically separated dyslexia from LLD to emphasize that poor comprehenders often have concurrent deficits in language comprehension but normal abilities in phonological processing (see Bishop & Snowling, 2004; Catts, Adlof, & Weismer, 2006; Clarke, Snowling, Truelove, & Hulme, 2010; Pennington & Bishop, 2009) . Specific language impairment is a term largely used by researchers as a classification that rules out other areas of deficit not limited to the oral language system. Still other researchers attribute language and literacy impairments to domain-general processes affecting attention and memory (e.g., Plaut, McClelland, & Seidenberg, Patterson, 1996) .
No matter what label is used for eligibility for special education services, the diagnostic utility of the label is only as good as the extent to which the profile of strengths and weaknesses lead to the label. Across disciplines, professionals need to talk in terms of the strengths and weaknesses of such skill areas as comprehension and oral and written expression so that an intervention plan may be created on the basis of need not label.
To aid in the discussion of student profiles and intervention, an illustration of the processes involved in written language is depicted in Figure 2 . As in the model of Perfetti et al. (2005) in Figure 1 , the model of Hook and Haynes (2008) in Figure 2 captures the word level and the comprehension level of written language comprehension. Moreover, their model provides additional context for the clinician/teacher to consider. For example, attention, executive function, and memory, as well as visual and oral motor ability, can influence either level and are important to consider when grouping students for instruction and/or providing accommodations or modifications. In addition, Hook and Haynes' figure delineates processes related to recognition versus production (e.g., word identification vs. spelling; comprehension vs. expression). Finally, other factors to consider when evaluating students' performance are listed at the bottom of Figure 2 . With respect to the student, there are factors of intellectual functioning, educational opportunity, background experiences, motivation and emotion, English-as-a-second language status, and stage of reading. With respect to the text, there are features related to text difficulty such as genre and structure.
Later, two composite case studies are presented to further explore how the Hook and Haynes' (2008) model may be used to help clinicians and educators understand the relationship between oral and written language difficulties within an individual.
Student profile 1
Sasha is a 10-year-old girl who lives at home with her parents and her younger sister. She enjoys dancing and playing soccer. Sasha is currently in the fourth grade at school and receives special education services according to her individualized education program, which includes language therapy twice a week. She is also seen for speech-language therapy at the hospital once a week. Her report cards indicate she is struggling in several of her subject areas.
Sasha presents with a moderate-to-severe language learning disability with strengths on tasks with visual components and tasks with a multiple-choice format. Previous evaluations revealed weaknesses in working memory and executive function as well as below average vocabulary. Table 1 shows that she accurately decodes at the word level, but has difficulty reading connected text fluently. She demonstrates weaknesses in (a) comprehension of oral and written information at the paragraph level, (b) making inferences, (c) understanding multiple meanings of words, (d) language formulation, and (e) identifying relationships between words. Sasha demonstrates strengths in the mechanics of writing (e.g., spelling, punctuation), but her ideas are disorganized and lack cohesion. On the basis of Hook and Haynes' (2008) model, Sasha struggles with connecting the top part of the model (i.e., word identification/spelling) with the bottom part of the model (i.e., comprehension/expression). This difficulty is likely because of weaknesses in working memory and executive function, depicted on the left side of the model, and fluency, which is represented as having a reciprocal relationship between word identification and comprehension. Sasha's poor vocabulary and lack of background negatively impact her ability to comprehend higher level text. Considering Sasha's strengths and weaknesses from the perspective of the Hook and Haynes' (2008) model, clinicians could identify key areas for intervention. The model suggests that clinicians could work on semantic Note. Specific assessment measures are purposefully not identified to keep focus on the oral and written language components to be assessed rather than any one particular measure.
connections by beginning with those that are literal and direct and moving toward more inferential and abstract relationships. In doing so, clinicians need to target strategies and select materials for the intervention that are appropriate to her limited background knowledge and working memory deficits. The school and hospital service providers would need to work in tandem to develop a comprehensive plan to meet the needs indicated by her diagnostic profile and have ongoing collaboration and communication to have a seamless execution of the treatment plan.
Student profile 2
Jason is a 13-year-old sixth grader living at home with his single mother. His mother is invested in helping her son with his difficulties, but she herself struggles with reading and writing. Jason has reported feeling depressed and discouraged by the fact that he is 13 years old and in sixth grade. His mother is not able to get him to do his homework at home and often ends up fighting with Jason about his failure to complete his homework. Jason is beginning to have a weight issue because he eats and watches television after school instead of doing his homework or getting any exercise. He has been retained twice and was recently identified as having a learning disability. Jason is receiving speech and language services once a week and reading support through the resource room twice a week, as indicated on his individualized education program.
Jason's evaluation results, depicted in Table 1 , indicate that he has difficulty with basic decoding and encoding, but he exhibits average to above average oral comprehension skills. His reading comprehension is negatively impacted by his difficulty accessing the text and by his significantly below average reading fluency. Written composition is a strength for Jason; however, he struggles with the mechanics of writing. On the basis of Hook and Haynes' (2008) model, Jason struggles with the word identification/spelling portion of the model, but excels at comprehension/expression. His lack of automaticity with basic decoding skills prevents him from reading fluently and accessing his strong oral language while reading for comprehension. Some other factors negatively affecting Jason's reading and written expression include educational opportunity and his emotional distress surrounding his feelings of failure.
Because of Jason's late identification and missed educational opportunities, it is crucial for the educators in his school to work collaboratively to create an intervention plan to address his extensive needs. He is a classic example of a student who "fell between the cracks" in the educational system. Although Jason's educators realized he was struggling and, therefore, retained him twice, they never went back to discover the underlying cause of his difficulty-that he was unable to decode or spell words accurately or fluently. Consequently, he received the same type of instruction year after year. In moving forward, his intervention plan must include word identification and spelling to address his basic phonological and orthographic weaknesses. As his word decoding and spelling improve, Jason will begin to experience success and feel motivated and encouraged about himself as a reader and writer.
As illustrated by these case studies, it is crucial that a comprehensive intervention plan based on empirically derived diagnostic profiles be designed to meet the instructional needs of each student. We have embedded our diagnostic profile and intervention plan within Perfetti et al.'s (2005) model of reading comprehension and Hook and Haynes' (2008) depiction of the processes involved in written language. For clinicians and educators to collaborate successfully across disciplines in delivery of language and literacy interventions, they must have a common language emanating from clearly articulated constructs, measures, and interpretations of diagnostic profiles.
COMMON LANGUAGE
To achieve a common language for professionals concerned with helping students with language and learning difficulties, such as Sasha and Jason, we need to agree on common explanatory constructs. To achieve a common instructional approach, we need (a) commonly labeled constructs, (b) agreedupon measures of the constructs, and (c) diagnostic profiles examined within the context of available resources and other factors affecting written language expression.
Common explanatory constructs for language and literacy
From our review of the literature earlier, we see consensus on the constructs underlying language and literacy acquisition and delay (Research Points, 2009 ):
• Knowledge of phonological structures • Knowledge of the alphabetic principle • Fluency in decoding and encoding
• Comprehension of oral and written language • Wide reading and writing Previously we discussed the importance of mapping orthographic units to phonological units across writing systems and, in alphabetic systems, the importance of mastering the conventional and intentional relations between letters and sounds. The hallmark of this mastery is fluent decoding and encoding, allowing attention and memory to be freed so that comprehension of the author's message can be extracted and constructed. Finally, the capstone of developing the knowledge and skills to read and write successfully is the opportunity for extensive reading and writing-at school, at home, in the community, and in the workplace.
Agreed upon measures for common language and literacy constructs
Converging evidence from consensus documents allows us to map measures to the constructs listed earlier (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000; National Institute for Literacy, 2008; National Research Council, 1998; Rayner et al., 2001 ):
• Knowledge of phonological structures: phonological awareness tasks.
• Knowledge of the alphabetic principle:
tests of letter names and sounds, letterword identification and word recognition lists, and spelling in dictated lists and in free writing.
• Fluency in decoding and encoding: letter naming fluency, timed word lists, writing fluency, and oral reading fluency.
• Comprehension of oral and written language: vocabulary and listening and reading comprehension tests • Wide reading and writing: surveys of reading time, type, and amount and written compositions The classic study attempting to quantify extensive reading was by Anderson, Wilson, and Fielding (1988) . Fifth graders were asked to keep logs of the amount of time they spent out of school on a wide range of activities, including independent reading. Students' oral reading fluency was measured and their fluency rate (i.e., words correct per minute) was multiplied by the average number of minutes of out-of-school reading they reported. The result revealed an association between the number of minutes read per day and the number of words read per year that increased exponentially, as follows: for 5 min of daily reading, 282,000 words per year; for 10 min of daily reading, 622,000 words per year; for 15 min of daily reading, 1,146,000 words; and for 20 min of daily reading, 1,823,000 words. Thus, the more students read, the more words to which they were exposed.
This association between time spent reading and exposure to reading vocabulary and world knowledge is captured by Stanovich's (1986) notion of the Matthew Effect, after a quote from the Book of Matthew in The Bible, often paraphrased as: "The rich get richer and the poor get poorer." A decade later, Cunningham and Stanovich (1997) utilized a norm-referenced measure of reading comprehension to address the question of the achievement benefits of extensive reading. They gave author and magazine recognition tests to 11th graders whom they had followed longitudinally since first grade. These tests included lists of well-known authors of best-selling books and titles of magazines popular with adolescents. Foils were present in both tests to correct for guessing. They found that reading ability in Grades 1, 3, and 5 was associated with extensive reading in grade 11, even after reading comprehension in grade 11 was partialed out, "indicating that the rapid acquisition of reading ability might well help develop the lifetime habit of reading, irrespective of the ultimate level of reading ability the individual attains"(p. 934). However, as Snow, Porche, Tabors, and Harris (2007) point out, a successful start to literacy does not always ensure literacy success at later ages for all children.
There is less agreement about how to measure vocabulary and listening and reading comprehension. It is common to conceptualize vocabulary as expressive or receptive and to measure its breadth (i.e., size) and/or its depth (i.e., levels of knowledge). Traditionally, receptive vocabulary tests such as the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-IV (Dunn and Dunn, 2007) are found to correlate highly with standardized reading comprehension tests that utilize multiple choice or cloze formats. Likewise, expressive vocabulary tests are often found to correlate with listening comprehension tests where an adult reads a passage to a child and asks for a retelling or answers to specific questions (e.g., Carlisle & Rice, 2004) . The 2009 Framework for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (National Assessment Governing Board, 2009) conceptualizes vocabulary as the multiple meanings of words in context and reports out a separate score for vocabulary from comprehension. This conceptualization of vocabulary moves beyond breadth and taps into a student's depth of vocabulary. In addition, National Assessment of Educational Progress reading comprehension is reported with separate subscales and grade-level standards for text type (i.e., literary and informational).
Recent advances
With advances in psychometric theory and computer-adaptive testing, the more complex models of written language comprehension, such as that of Perfetti et al. (2005) , depicted in Figure 1 , and of Hook and Haynes (2008) , depicted in Figure 2 , may be realized in the coming years. For example, computer-adaptive testing allows for more accurate estimates of reading ability at the extremes of the distribution and, therefore, more appropriate delivery of intervention. Finally, as researchers study the components and nuances of literacy constructs, they will better understand effects on achievement gains of grouping students for instruction (e.g., Mehta, Foorman, Branum-Martin, & Taylor, 2005) as well as the degree of stability of language learning profiles and the unique pathways that learning may take (e.g., Silliman, 2010) .
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CONCLUSIONS
For students with language and learning difficulties, such as Sasha and Jason, these are propitious times. Research on the benefits of prevention and early intervention has led to changes in procedures for identifying eligibility for special education that allows funds to be spent on intervention before receipt of diagnostic labels and for response to that intervention to determine subsequent instructional needs. As a result, the focus can be on using students' profiles of strengths and weaknesses on language and literacy tasks to deliver differentiated, evidence-based interventions. In service of this focus, we have endeavored in this article to develop a common language for teachers of language and literacy to use. The common language is based on a set of common constructs and measures emanating from research rooted in linguistics and psychology and applied to education science. To explicate a model of written language comprehension, we have drawn from the work of Perfetti et al. (2005) in which the linguistics of word-level representation (phonologicalorthographic mapping and lexical access) is coupled with the linguistic and psychological aspects of comprehension processes (i.e., phonology, syntax, and morphology; general knowledge). The key to this model is the idea that a standard for coherencereaders' motivation to make sense of written language-mediates their inference-making and reading comprehension. To complement this formal model, we added Hook and Haynes's (2008) graphic of processes involved in written language to facilitate collaborative planning among teachers and clinicians.
